Introduction
Groups are indispensable to human life. In early human history, our ancestors hunted and battled in groups for the purpose of survival. In the modern era, we engage in groups to accomplish many of our life's important tasks that require collective effort and the pooling of individual inputs (Karau & Williams, 1993) . Settings where group work is required include, but are not limited to, business, therapy, education, sports, juries, vocational training, policy making, and organizational committees. As Poole, Hollingshead, McGrath, Moreland, and Rohrbaugh (2004) put it, "people live in groups, work in groups, and play in groups" (p. 3).
Groups outperform individuals in at least four aspects: stimulating creativity, accumulating information, advancing self-understanding, and promoting satisfaction when decisions are made on a collective basis (Beebe & Masterson, 2000; McGrath, 1984; Levine & Moreland, 1990) . In spite of the aforementioned advantages of working in groups, research has revealed several other aspects that pertain to the group's liabilities: Group can stifle idea generation, result in conformity, and beget conflicts. Group is also a place where some members tend to exert less effort and unfairly take advantage of the group to pick up the slack (Latané, Williams & Harkins, 1979; Williams, Harkins & Latané, 1981) . This phenomenon is called social loafing, a widely acknowledged and plausible cause of productivity loss in workplaces that require collective endeavor (George, 1992) .
Even though teamwork is highly valued, the likelihood of social loafing in group settings should not be overlooked. Karau and Williams' (1993) meta-analysis of social loafing suggests that "there is at least a moderate tendency for individuals to engage in social loafing and reduce their effort when working on collective tasks" (p. 695), although this conclusion might have been an underestimation considering that the data reviewed were drawn mostly from studies that focused only on the prevention of social loafing in laboratory settings. The authors argued that in real natural settings, where causes of social loafing are diverse and not artificially restrained, social loafing is more likely to occur than it is in laboratories. As Latané et al. (1979) have claimed, social loafing is a type of social disease that "has negative consequences for individuals, social institutions, and societies" (p.831).
Social loafing is detrimental to the group in at least three aspects. First, it reduces group efficiency. Reduced group efficiency might further lead to lowered profits and benefits (Latané et al., 1979) . Second, the grouplevel motivation and cohesiveness will decline in response to the presence and perception of social loafing (Mulvey & Klein, 1998) . Third, the negative emotional reactions to the perception of social loafing in the group may also cause peer members to refuse to become the suckers who pick up the slack of those loafers, thus reducing their own contributions to the group instead -a phenomenon termed as the sucker effect by Kerr (1983) .
Researchers have identified various antecedents to social loafing. Plausible factors contributing to social loafing include perceived lack of potential for evaluation of one's contribution (Olson, 1965; , perceived dispensability of one's contribution (Harkins & Petty, 1982; Weldon & Mustari, 1988) , perceived lack of influence over group outcomes (Comer, 1984; Price, 1987) , perceived loafing by other group members (Kerr, 1983; , an individualistic orientation (Earley, 1989 (Earley, , 1993 , perception of unmotivating tasks (Brickner, Harkins, & Ostrom, 1986) , perceived problematic group functioning and performance (Comer, 1995) , and perceived relatively low or high task-pertinent ability (Yamagishi, 1988; Comer, 1995) .
Past research has been enlightening in revealing what factors might cause social loafing, what consequences social loafing might potentially bring to the working group, and what measures can be taken to avoid it [see Karau & Williams (1993) for details of avoiding social loafing in a group setting]. Less attention has been directed to investigating group members' perception of social loafing (Høiggard, Säfvenbom, & Tønnessen, 2006) . Perception reflects individuals' awareness of the social environment and is the precursor to their reaction to the social environment (Gibson, 1959) . A stream of research has suggested that individuals' perception of their social environment is believed to have stronger, more direct influences on behavior than does the social environment itself (Eisenberger, Huntington, Hutchison, & Sowa, 1986; Harrison & Klein, 2007) . With the same logic, it is reasonable to say that perceived social loafing (which refers to an individual's assessment of the others' contribution to the group) is more likely to influence and shape members' interaction with others in the group than the actual loafing (which refers to an actual reduction in effort among group members) (Mulvey & Klein, 1998) , and it does a better job in predicting individuals' motivation to work, their satisfaction with reward distribution, and group's cohesiveness than the actual loafing (Høiggard et al., 2006) . Therefore, emphasis should be placed upon the perception of social loafing if the researcher wants to reveal the socio-emotional milieu of the group from the members' perspectives.
To expand the repertoire of the research of social loafing, the current study focuses on the group/team members' perceptions of this particular phenomenon. We investigate the relationships between stages of group development and perceptions of social loafing. It is our attempt to reveal how the perception of social loafing changes during and across the different phases in group's developmental process. The reasons for investigating this question are twofold. First, the knowledge about the process of social loafing in the eyes of the insiders of the group will provide a picture of how the experience of social loafing initiates and advances itself in groups (cf. Comer, 1995; Karau & Williams, 1993) . Such knowledge will be especially instrumental to theory building on the growth of perceived social loafing in group settings. Second, we develop an extensive measure of group development by combining the existing measures to understand the group development process in a better way and investigate how perceptions of social loafing are changing over different stages of group development. This is important because existing measures are long and expensive to get. For example, Wheelan and Hochberger's (1996) Group Development Questionnaire online training for certification can cost over $2,100. This new measure can provide future researchers patent-free instrument for testing group development phases.
Stages of Group Development and Social Loafing
The question of how social loafing occurs in groups can be approached in two ways. One way is find out its causal antecedents. Researchers have already specified a multitude of possible antecedents to social loafing, such as perceived lack of control over group outcomes, increased group size, no feedback about one's contribution -to name just a few. Another avenue is to see how social loafing naturally evolves in group development. Past research has been carried out mostly along the former avenue. The latter has rarely been explored yet. However, the emergence and growth of social loafing in the temporal development of a group must be investigated. It would be revealing to see how the timing of social loafing and its intensity or frequency relate to the functioning of the group (such as the variety of conflicts, affective manifestations, and crisis-coping strategies). It would also be revealing if such studies generate new knowledge about social loafing as a process variable, in addition to our current understanding of it as a static dependent or independent variable.
Wheelan's 5-stage model of group development provides a context for identifying when social loafing tends to emerge and is likely to be perceived. On stage 1, Inclusion and Dependency, when group members are not familiar with the task and look to the leader for job and role clarification, they are likely to find their competencies mismatched with the group's goal and task requirements. This is because initial role and task assignments tend to be based on members' external status, first impressions, and initial self-presentation rather than the match between their task-related abilities and the group goals (Wheelan & Hochberger, 1996) . Fearing the rejection by the group, one may not openly show disagreement with the mis-assigned role or task by passively complying with the leader and the rest of the group. This further could reinforce a sense of lack of influence over group outcomes. According to Comer (1995) , when a group member feels that he or she does not have a say in the group's task completion, he or she will be disheartened to loaf. On the other hand, social loafing may also occur when the loafer intentionally works less hard in front of the group because he or she does not want to be unfairly exploited later by other members. This strategic avoidance of appearing too competent leads to self-effacing loafing (Comer, 1995) . Whatever the reason is for social loafing, it can sneak in at this initial stage of group formation. As Wheelan and Hochberger (1996) observed, participation was generally limited to a few vocal members while the rest might act like by-standers who seldom took the initiative to contribute substantively to group activities. Despite the fact that social loafing may exists in the first stage of group development, group members who are experiencing that stage are not likely to perceive it. This is because the group task has yet to be formally defined, overt conflicts are minimal, performance norms have not been established, open disagreements with the initial group goals are rare, intra-group communication is usually tentative and polite, and member's deviation from the emerging group norms is also rare (Wheelan & Hochberger, 1996) . Meanwhile, group members are making efforts to reduce the primary tension (i.e., the awkward feeling they have before communication rules and expectations are established, Bormann, 1990; Bormann & Bormann, 1988) by being polite and taking time to learn about each other. So the superficial rapport gives rise to an overall positive group environment, minimizing the chance of spotting problematic interactions and thus lowering the possibility of perceiving social loafing within the group. So it is hypothesized that: Hypothesis 1. Group members perceptions of their group being in stage 1 (Inclusion and Dependency) of group development are not related to their perceptions of social loafing.
The second stage of group development in Wheelan's model is Counter-dependency and Fight, which is marked by conflict among and between members and leaders. Disagreements about goals, tasks, and role assignments start to surface when subgroups or coalitions begin to form and members in their subgroup or coalition feel secure enough to vent their dissents toward people or things belonging to the other camp (Wheelan & Hochberger, 1996) . Social loafing in the form of disheartening and self-effacing (see also Comer, 1995) may still continue at this point because conflicts about goals, tasks, norms, and role assignments have yet to be solved successfully and the causes for those two types of loafing (i.e., perceived lack of influence over outcomes, and concern over being exploited later by other group members) are still there in the group. In addition to those two types of loafing, a third type -retributive loafing -may also occur on the second stage, because some members may openly assert their individuality in the form of nonconformity to the current group power structure (Comer, 1995; Worchel & Coutant, 2002) . Because this stage is typical of open discordance with the group leader, social loafing is perceived on the basis of some visible cues, such as reduced interaction with the leader, increased instances of absence or tardiness in group participation, and increased verbal disagreements with the original task assignment. Furthermore, the prevalent inter-clique tension may also lead to a less positive group climate, which adds to the possibility of ascribing social loafing to members in the other subgroup. So it is hypothesized that:
Hypothesis 2. Group members perceptions of their group being in stage 2 (Couterdependency and Flight) of group development are positively related to their perceptions of social loafing.
The outbreak of conflicts and emotions in the second stage can prompt the group to be aware of the issues with its goals, norms, tasks, roles, as well as the member's interaction. After rounds of negotiation, discussion, and problem solving, the group gradually converges upon some level of consensus regarding those issues. In addition, conflict resolution, if successful, increases the level of trust and cohesion within the group (Wheelan & Hochberger, 1996) . Further, the group progresses on to stage 3, Trust and Structure, which is characterized by breaking the wall of division and developing cohesive group climate. Tensions formerly associated with stage 2 are now lessened because group goals are clarified, cooperation stressed, roles re-negotiated, leadership refined, coalition declined, group norms redefined, and individual commitment to the group goals and tasks strengthened (Wheelan & Hochberger, 1996) . Furthermore, the perceived compliance with norms and the subsequent pro-social act (i.e., cooperation) toward other members of the group tend to decrease the level of effort-withholding propensity, which further reduces the occurrence of social loafing (Kidwell & Bennett, 1993) . In addition, the re-negotiated roles, readjusted leadership, and improved interpersonal relationships make group members believe that their individual effort is valued by their groupmates and can bring about the intended group results, thus uplifting the overall work-related motivation and reinforcing the group identity among all group members. According to Karau and Williams (1993) , meaningful tasks, salient group identity, and respectable group members to work with, will lessen the likelihood of the occurrence of social loafing. Even though some of the factors leading to actual social loafing may still exist during this stage (e.g., avoid being too competent, the sucker role effect), heightened motivation to pull the group back on the task track and repair the formerly-compromised intra-group relationship may dampen the strength of the effects of those factors on the likelihood of social loafing. Therefore, because of the collective efforts to re-structure and refine the group with respect to its roles, goals, and climate, chances for actual social loafing are reduced. Not only is the actual social loafing less likely to occur, but it is also less likely to be perceived by the group members. This is because the rising level of trust, cohesion, and satisfaction with working in the group (Wheelan & Hochberger, 1996) creates a positive working climate for all group members and motivates them to cooperate with each other, thus bolstering a strong sense of affinity and affiliation toward the group. The positive affect inclines the group members toward a positive appraisal of their group experience (Dipboye, 1985; Landy & Farr, 1980) , lowering the likelihood of perceiving social loafing in the group. So it is hypothesized that:
Hypothesis 3. Group members perceptions of their group being in stage 3 (Trust and Structure) are negatively related to their perceptions of social loafing.
Similarly, the fourth stage of group development, Work, is the time when intense team productivity is at its peak level. Task interdependence, which is characterized by the task-driven interaction within the group (Shea & Guzzo, 1987) , is highly stressed during this period, for the group members need to interact with one another to accomplish the task before the deadline. According to Manz and Angle (1986) , when task interdependence is high in the group, individuals tend to believe that their effort is indistinguishable from the effort put forth by their coworkers. They might lose their sense of personal achievement in their work and the sense of team orientation is high. As task-related activity reaches its peak, conflicts are managed in such a way as to limit debate and disagreement to task issues only, while little energy is devoted to solving relational or socio-emotional issues (Bales, 1953; Wheelan, 2005) . Getting work done is of utmost priority and group members act more like a team to get tasks accomplished. Though there is presence of social loafing, however, in the team spirit the perceptions of social loafing will be at its lowest when groups are performing at high levels of stage 4. So it is hypothesized that:
Hypothesis 4. Group members perceptions of their group being in stage 4 (Work) are negatively related to their perceptions of social loafing.
Method

Sample and Procedure
Two hundred students at a Midwestern university showed their intentions to participate in this study. Among them, 36 failed to input any data when requested to fill out an online questionnaire. So, the valid sample size is 164, and the response rate is 82%.
Among those who completed the questionnaire, 107 participants are female (65.2%). With respect to age, 146 participants are in the range between 19 and 23 years old (89.0%), 8 participants are between 24 and 28 years old (4.9 %), and 4 participants are between 29 and 33 years old (2.4 %).
All participants were students who had registered for the course, Introduction to Small Group Communication, in the Department of Communication Studies. The course had nine different sections taught by five instructors, with one instructor teaching three sections, two instructors each teaching two sections, and the rest of the instructors each teaching one section. Students were evaluated and graded based upon their individual performance (e.g., in-class attendance, exam and quiz scores, accounting for 60% of the total grade) and group performance (e.g., the quality of the group work, peers' evaluation, quality of the group presentation, accounting for 40% of the total grade). With respect to group activities, each student had to work in their respective group that was formed either voluntarily or by the instructor's appointment at the beginning of the semester. Once groups were formed, group membership was not allowed to change throughout the semester. Each class had 5 to 6 groups. Each group had the size ranging from 4 to 5 people. Students were required, throughout the semester, to accomplish 4 pre-assigned tasks and collectively submit their product in the form of group work in accordance with the timelines pre-established in the course syllabi.
Data collection was launched in two weeks after the semester began. The researcher came to each small group communication class, informing the students about the purpose of the study, the procedure for data collection, and the possible benefit they could receive if they participated in the study on a voluntary basis. This was followed by handing out the consent forms to those who signaled their intention to participate in the survey. Students were required to leave their emails and their signatures at the end of the consent form. After a pool of the participants was created, the total number of people was divided by 12, corresponding to the 12 weeks in which they were about to work in groups. In each of the following weeks, 14 or 15 people were randomly chosen from a pool of 200 students and then contacted by the researcher through email, asking them to finish an online survey about their latest group experience. Students who failed to fill out the online survey in the former week was contacted a second time and reminded of the online survey. If they failed to respond again, they would be unsubscribed from the mailing list and never get touched. The data collection ended one week before the final exam, by which time all groups would have completed all of their group tasks, according to the descriptions in the syllabus of each course.
Measures
Perceived social loafing. Perceived social loafing is the perception that one or more other group members are contributing less than they could to the group (Comer, 1995) . The current instrument is a combination of George (1992) and Mulvey and Klein (1998) and measures the perception of social loafing using 11 statements. Four of the statements were exactly the same as those in Mulvey and Klein (1998) . Seven of the statements were adapted from George (1992) by replacing those specific terms (e.g., salesperson, customer service) in the original instrument with general terms (e.g., group members, substantive contribution). Three statements in George's (1992) original scale were dropped because they were either in the identical wording as those in Mulvey and Klein (1998) or addressing issues not relevant to small group interaction in class (e.g., one item talked about leaving work for the next shift, which is typical in the organizational setting rather than the classroom setting). The current instrument measuring the perception of social loafing was on 5-point Likert scales (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree).
We tested the instrument on its internal consistency and the initial Cronbach's alpha was .943. With respect to the convergent validity of the social loafing scale, it is found that all inter-item correlations are positive and significant. The majority of the correlations (48 out of 55) are greater than .50, which suggests most of the correlations are of large size (Cohen, 1988 (Cohen, , 1992 . The smallest correlation is between Item 97 and Item 101, with r = .384, while the largest is between Item 98 and Item 99, with r = .824 (see Table 1 for detail). In addition, the factor analysis has revealed that all the 11 items load higher than .40 on a single factor, giving the evidence that those 11 items are measuring the same construct (See Table 2 for detail).
Group development. The design of the current instrument that measures the four stages of group development relied upon two sources: Clark's (2010) Teamwork Survey Questionnaire (TSQ) and Wheelan and Hochberger's (1996) Group Development Questionnaire -Draft (GDQ-draft). Clark's TSQ contained 32 items in four scales measuring the four stages of group development in Tuckman's (1965) model: Forming, Storming, Norming, and Performing. Each scale contained eight items depicting the behaviors typical in the particular stage of group development.
Wheelan and Hochberger's GDQ-draft contained four scales, each of which corresponded to what Wheelan (1994) had depicted in her Integrated Model of Group Development: Dependency/Inclusion, Counterdependency/Fight, Trust/Structure, and Work. Scale I contained 21 items depicting the behavioral pattern typical of dependency and inclusion, Scale II contained 15 items depicting the behavioral pattern typical of counterdependency and fight, Scale III contained 16 items depicting the behavioral pattern typical of trust and structure, and Scale IV contained 40 items depicting the behavioral pattern typical of work. To achieve this, the GDQ-draft and TSQ were both resorted to. A pool of the items was then generated on the basis of the two measurements, so that chances for selecting the most appropriate items depicting the group interaction in the classroom setting would increase.
In the current study, a smaller number of items (i.e., roughly 8 items for each scale that measures a particular stage of group development) were selected for measuring the four stages of group development. Our instrument is composed of 33 items. Each item is scored from 1 (never true of this group) to 5 (always true of this group). To measure the typical behavioral pattern of Dependency and Inclusion, four items were extracted from Scale I of GDQ-Draft, and four items were from the Forming Stage of TSQ. Examples included "It seems as if little is being accomplished with the project's goals" and "Members communicate in a tentative and very polite way, with minimal overt conflict." To measure the typical behavioral patterns of Counterdependency and Fight, five items were extracted from Scale II of GDQ-Draft, and four items were from the Storming Stage of TSQ. Examples included "People seem to have very different views about how things should be done in this group" and "There is a lot of resisting of the tasks on hand and quality improvement approaches." To measure the typical behavioral patterns of Trust and Structure, four items were extracted from Scale III of GDQ-Draft, and four items were from the Norming Stage of TSQ. Examples included "The group is spending its time planning how it will get its work done" and "We take out team's goal and objectives literally, and assume a shared understanding." To measure the typical behavioral patterns of Work, four items were extracted from Scale IV of GDQ-Draft, and four items were from the Performing Stage of TSQ. Examples included "The group acts on its decision" and "We get a lot of work done."
Factor analysis was conducted on each of the four scales created for the current study. The extraction method was principal axis factoring, and the rotation method is Quartimax. For the first scale (labeled as GDS 1), the initial factor analysis revealed that there was no homogeneous single structure within this scale: Three factors emerged with each factor's eigenvalue greater than 1, accounting for 31.55% of the total variance. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy (KMO) was .603, which indicated the current sample is acceptable for a factor analysis among the relevant variables (Kaiser, 1974) . The value of Barlett's Test of Sphericity was 117.28, with degrees of freedom at 28, p < .01, providing the evidence that the null hypothesis that the correlation matrix for factor analysis was an identity matrix could be rejected. It could then be concluded that the current data measuring Group Development Stage 1 (GDS 1) was appropriate for factor analysis. A look at the items' factor loadings on the three factors revealed that the third factor could be ignored because one item (i.e., Item 41) loaded positively high on this factor and the other item (i.e., Item 29) loaded negatively on it (see the first factor column in Table 3 ). So a second round of factor analysis was conducted by restraining the number of extracted factors to 2. Subsequent results showed that 1) the two factors accounted for 26.58% of the total variance; 2) two items were represented by factor 1 (reflecting low socio-emotional engagement) and three items were represented by factor 2 (reflecting low task engagement). The other three items (Item 13, Item21, and Item29) did not load significantly high on either factor, and therefore, they were removed from future analysis (see the second factor column in Table 3 ). After removing the three items, a third round of factor analysis was conducted on the remaining 5 items. Because two dimensions had not been previously expected, this time the method of rotation was switched to the orthogonal rotation (i.e., varimax) to better reveal the factor structure of GDS 1. The KMO value was .60, and the value of Barlett's Test of Sphericity was 83.72, with degrees of freedom at 28, p < .01. These two results indicated that a factor analysis can be conducted on the five items for GDS 1. Two factors emerged with both of the eigenvalues greater than 1, accounting for 36.92% of the total variance. The factor structure was quite similar to that produced in the last factor analysis (see the third factor column in Table 3 ).
Factor analysis on the second scale (labeled as GDS 2) produced the following results. The KMO value was .830, which indicated the current sample is meritorious for a factor analysis among the relevant variables (Kaiser, 1974) . The value of Barlett's Test of Sphericity was 348.91, with degrees of freedom at 36, p < .01, providing the evidence that the null hypothesis that the correlation matrix for factor analysis was an identity matrix could be rejected. It could then be concluded that the current data measuring Group Development Stage 2 (GDS 2) was appropriate for factor analysis.. Two factors emerged from the factor analysis, with eigenvalues greater than 1, accounting for 38.07% of the total variance. However, the second factor only contained one item (Item 28) that loaded high on it (see Table 4 for details). Therefore, Item 28 was removed from the subsequent analysis. A follow-up factor analysis was conducted on the remaining eight items, and the results showed that 1) The KMO value was .853, and the value of Barlett's Test of Sphericity was 324.24, with degrees of freedom at 28, p < .01, indicating that factor analysis could be conducted; 2) one factor emerged, with its eigenvalue greater than 1, accounting for 35.29% of the total variance; 3) all the eight items loaded pretty high on a single factor (ranging from .458 to .727), which depicted a situation fraught with conflict and tension (see Table 4 ).
Factor analysis on the third scale (labeled as GDS 3) produced the following results. The KMO value was .796, which indicated the current sample is very close to meritorious for a factor analysis among the relevant variables (Kaiser, 1974) . The value of Barlett's Test of Sphericity was 358.11, with degrees of freedom at 28, p < .01, providing the evidence that the null hypothesis that the correlation matrix for factor analysis was an identity matrix could be rejected. It could then be concluded that the current data measuring Group Development Stage 3 (GDS 3) was appropriate for factor analysis. Two factors emerged, with eigenvalues greater than 1, accounting for 41.93% of the total variance. However, factor 2 only contained one item (Item 35) that also loaded high on factor 1 (see the first column in Table 5 ). In addition, Item 26 did not load high on either factor. Therefore, Item 26 was first removed from the subsequent analysis. A follow-up factor analysis was conducted on the remaining 7 items by restraining the extracted factor to 1, and the results showed that 1) The KMO value was .792, and the value of Barlett's Test of Sphericity was 330.86, with degrees of freedom at 21, p < .01, indicating that factor analysis could be conducted; 2) one factor emerged, with its eigenvalue greater than 1, accounting for 37.83% of the total variance; 3) all but Item 11 loaded greater than .40 on a single factor (see the second column in Table 5 ). Therefore, Item 11 was removed from the scale and a third round of factor analysis (which adopted the same procedure as the last one) was conducted on the remaining 6 items. The results showed that 1) The KMO value was .782, and the value of Barlett's Test of Sphericity was 296.50, with degrees of freedom at 15, p < .01, indicating that factor analysis could be conducted; 2) one factor emerged, with its eigenvalue greater than 1, accounting for 41.66% of the total variance; 3) all the items loaded high on a single factor (ranging from .502 to .842), which depicted a situation in which task structure was established and group morale improved (see the third column in Table 5 ).
Factor analysis on the fourth scale (labeled as GDS 4) produced the following results. The KMO value was .902, which indicated the current sample is marvelous for a factor analysis among the relevant variables (Kaiser, 1974) . The value of Barlett's Test of Sphericity was 438.51, with degrees of freedom at 28, p < .01, providing the evidence the null hypothesis that the correlation matrix for factor analysis was an identity matrix could be rejected. It could then be concluded that the current data measuring Group Development Stage 4 (GDS 4) was appropriate for factor analysis. One single factor emerged, with its eigenvalue greater than 1, accounting for 43.13% of the total variance. All the eight items loaded high on a single factor (ranging from .546 to .773), which depicted a situation in which productivity reached a certain high level and group's goal was being accomplished (see Table 6 ).
The factor analysis produced five items for GDS 1 (with two sub-dimensions), eight items for GDS 2, six items for GDS 3, and eight items for GDS 4. Tests of the internal consistency on each of the four scales produced the following results. For GDS 1, the Cronbach's alpha for the first sub-dimension with the two items (depicting low socio-emotional engagement) is .626, whereas the Cronbach's alpha for second subdimension with the three items (depicting low task engagement) is .531. The overall Cronbach's alpha for GDS 1 with all the five items included is .245, suggesting the two sub-dimensions could not be combined into one dimension and thus should be treated as separate. The Cronbach's alpha for the scale of GDS 2 with eight items (depicting conflict and tension) is .806. The Cronbach's alpha for the scale of GDS 3 with six items (depicting morale and amended relationship) is .790. Finally, the Cronbach's alpha for the scale of GDS 4 with eight items (depicting work and productivity) is .855. Although these results are smaller than the Cronbach's alphas reported by Wheelan and Hochberger (1996) in their test of the internal consistency of the four scales of GDQ, these two sets of Cronbach's alphas are quite close (see Table 7 for comparisons). Considering the smaller number of the items in each of the scales in the current instrument, it would be more time-saving and efficient to use the present scale than Wheelan and Hochberger's 60 item GDQ while at the same time the current measurement was almost as reliable as GDQ.
A type of analysis that can possibly establish the construct validity of the current scale of group development is to use factor analysis on the four scales and see whether major dimensions would emerge, just in the same way as Wheelan and Hochberger (1996) did in their testing of the construct validity of GDQ. The method of principal axis factoring with orthogonal rotation was used and two major factors emerged: Factor 1 was composed of items from GDS 3 and GDS 4; factor 2 was composed of items from GDS 2 and 1 (see Table 8 for details). This result was very similar to what Wheelan and Hochberger (1996) had found in their study of the validity of GDQ. In addition, the internal consistency of the two main factors was also very high: α = .899 for Factor 1, and α = .818 for Factor 2. As a comparison, Wheelan and Hochberger (1996) reported the internal consistency of the two main factors in their study as α = .90 for Factor 1 (composed of items from Scale GDQ III and IV), and α = .88 for Factor 2 (composed of items from Scale GDQ I and II). Furthermore, the pattern of scales' correlations in the current study showed that GDS 1 and GDS 2 are significantly correlated, r = .256, p < .01; GDS 3 and GDS 4 are also significantly correlated, r = .765, p < .01. Wheelan and Hochberger (1996) reported similar results: r = .37, p < .05 for the correlation between GDQ I and GDQ II, and r = .83, p < .01 for the correlation between GDQ III and GDQ IV (see Table 9 for details). Therefore, based upon the factor analysis and correlation matrix, it can be concluded that the current instrument that measures group development is quite comparable to Wheelan and Hochberger's (1996) GDQ in terms of its construct validity.
Results
The means, standard deviations, and correlations among study variables are reported in Table 10 . We used mixed-effect (also known as multilevel) modeling in R (lme; Pinheiro and Bates 2000) to test the hypotheses. The reason for using lme is that our data is nested in different groups and different sections of the same course. In order the control for this nesting effect multilevel or mixed-effect models are recommended (Bliese, 2000) . Before hypotheses testing we developed a null model without any predictors to estimate the variability in perceptions of social loafing that can be attributed to group membership. The ratio for between-group to total variance i.e. ICC(1) value of 0.114 was estimated. This means that 11.4% of the variance in social loafing is attributable to the group membership. As the ICC(1) value was above the 10% mark, the use of lme was justified (Bliese, 2000) . We further ran another set of analysis by using the course sections as a grouping variable. The ICC(1) in this case was 0.031 i.e. only 3.1 % of the variance in the outcome variable is ascribed to different sections of the course. Thus, the nesting effect in this case is minimal and we do not need to control for sections.
To test Hypothesis 1 through 4, we first ran Model 1 with social loafing as an outcome variable, and gender, age and race as controls. In Model 2 we added GDS 1 and subsequently in Models 3, 4, and 5 we added GDS 2, GDS 3, and GDS 4 separately in the presence of controls. The results are provided in Table 11 . Finally we created Model 6 that included all the controls and all stages of group development i.e. GDS 1, GDS 2, GDS 3, and GDS 4, to generate path coefficients. The results reported in the last column of Table  11 indicate a positive and non-significant coefficient for GDS 1 in predicting social loafing (γ = .10, n.s.), showing support for hypothesis 1. Further in the same model a positive and significant coefficient for GDS 2 (γ = .33, p < .01), showing support for hypothesis 2. The results of Model 6 also show negative and significant coefficient for GDS 3 (γ = -.34, p < .05), confirming support for hypothesis 3. Likewise in the same model, the results also showed a negative and significant coefficient GDS 4 (γ = -.40, p < .05), confirming support for hypothesis 4. Thus all of the proposed hypotheses were supported.
Discussion
In this study social loafing is approached from the insider's perspective. That is, emphasis is placed upon the individual's perception of social loafing in the group. Perception of social loafing is stressed because this exact notion is believed to better influence and shape group member's interaction with other co-workers than actual loafing (Mulvey & Klein, 1998) . Furthermore, perception of social loafing excels over actual loafing at predicting individuals' motivation to work, their satisfaction with reward distribution, and group's cohesiveness (Høiggard et al., 2006) . Therefore, understanding the causes of the perceptions of social loafing is very important as it may potentially conducive to improving morale, maintaining relationship, managing group conflicts, and boosting group performance. Thus, in this paper we focused on stages of group development as a source of perceptions of social loafing among group members. Moreover, this study looked at how these perception change with the perceptions of stages of group development. i.e. if group embers thing that they are in advances stages of group development, which means they are interacting more with each other and getting work done more effectively will that increase of decrease their perceptions of social loafing within the group.
In order to do that we first started with developing a better and m0re accessible scale that measure different stages of group development. The shortcomings of existing scales (e.g. GDQ) such as wordings being lengthy, completion of the questionnaire being time-consuming, and the cost of buying the questionnaire being pricey. The current measurement of group development is compact, containing only 27 items; efficient, taking an average of less than 3 minutes; and free, of course. Further the factor analysis of the four scales that measure and their comparison with the existing GDQ scale shows that the new scale produce similar or in some case better results.
We kept the same terminology as that of GDQ for stages of group development because we did not change the constructs. These stages are: Stage 1 (i.e., Inclusion and Dependency), Stage 2 (i.e., Counterdependency and Fight), Stage 3 (i.e., Trust and Structure), and Stage 4 (i.e., Work). Using a theory based argument that builds on the past research in social loafing and group development we were able to show how the perceptions of social loafing change as the groups evolve and move through these stages. In stage 1, we hypothesized that there should not be any social loafing perceived by the group members. We found support for this hypothesis because during stage 1 the group is still forming and members are getting acquainted with each other. Even if some members may to not be willing to engage with others that may not be perceived as loafing and is more likely to be attributed to issues such as personality differences. Additionally, because this stage can be considered as honeymoon period of group formation there are hardly any negative feelings that may lead to perceptions that group members are not contributing.
In stage 2, we predicted that as group members associate their group more and more with this stage the perceptions of social loafing will also increase. This happens because individuals within the groups make sense of other people's behaviors in the context of things happening around them. In this stage group members see a lot of conflict and lack of trust among members. Because they are not able to trust each other and if somebody is willingly withholding or not contributing it is more likely that such behavior will be attributed towards social loafing. This is also true because in this stage group members may know each other but are not confident in working with each other. This is an important stage and groups should typically go through this stage in order to start performing. Punctuated equilibrium model (Gersick, 1988 (Gersick, , 1989 of group development my call this stage of inertia where drastic changes happen because of time pressure. This stage may also be associated more with change and because it is the tendency of people to resist to change it is more likely that group members will perceive more social loafing in this stage.
In stage 3, we predicted social loafing to reduce significantly as group members associate more and more with this stage. This was supported and the reason being the characteristics of this stage is almost opposite to the stage 2. In this stage group members start trusting each other because they are interacting more and building quality relationships. They also may have a better structure because they understand their roles and there are less confusions. Because of these more positive characteristics of stage three people may feel that everybody is doing their job properly as task structure is clearer. That being said, groups can at any time revert back to the previous stage with increase in conflict levels, distrust and lack of structure.
In stage 4, it was found that the degree of perceived social loafing continued to drop. This stage is typified by a unified commitment to the common goals, mutual support and feedback, adherence to the deadline, and accelerated work pace toward task accomplishment (Wheelan & Hochberger, 1996) . All these characteristics pointed to the following factors that would lower the occurrence of social loafing, as well as the perception of it: the overall elated work environment, translucent job assignment, and the perception of increased efficiency and effectiveness in job accomplishment (Comer, 1995; Latané et al., 1979; Kidwell & Bennett, 1993) . As groups are getting closer to task completion and many of the problematic interactions (e.g., social loafing, and different kinds of conflict) were perceived to lessen a great deal in Stage 4, the overall emotional environment in this stage would be quite similar to the emotional environment in stage 3 -friendly and amicable in the eyes of group members. In addition to that, people may perceive better cohesion and a feeling of team spirit to get the best outcome possible. Because everybody is working towards a common goal there is less likelihood that members will perceive less social loafing as the group associate more and more with the characteristics of the stage 4.
Limitations and Future Research
The present study has four potential limitations. First, using college students as research subjects may not be appropriate. College students may not be representative of the population in general. Students and nonstudents differ in a plethora of dimensions, such as habits, life experiences, interpersonal skills, and/or personality traits -to name but a few (Sears, 1986) . Cautions should be taken when extrapolating the findings in this study to the other settings that also involve small group interaction, such as committees in the company, therapy groups in hospital, and management teams in business. Although the concern over external validity cannot be totally removed, measures were taken to minimize it by designing the group tasks for the current study in a way that mimicked the work of project teams in a real-world environment. Tasks for the student teams and the real-world project teams both involve cognitive processing in decision making and problem solving, and they also require high levels of interdependence in the process of teamwork. More important is the fact that the teams in both situations went through a certain period of time (e.g., varying from several weeks to several months) to work on their respective group tasks, and disbanded after they accomplished their group goals. Of course, replication is highly encouraged to verify the generalizability of the current research findings to other settings. Second, the current study may suffer from the issue of common method variance (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee & Podsakoff, 2003) . All of our measures were collected from the same source (student team members) using the same method (self-report in an online survey). Thus associations found between those variables of interest may be inflated by the common method variance. Future research on the similar topic should collect the data by diversifying the methods of data collection. For example, emotional displays can be documented by using behavioral indices from the perspective of a third party objective observer (cf. Bales, 1950 Bales, , 1953 Bion, 1961) . In addition, observational data can also be used with the group as the unit of analysis, instead of the self-report data with the individuals in the group as the unit of analysis. In case individual data be the only option, group data could still be obtained by summing up or averaging out all the individual scores for the variables of interest in the group, assuming those data points were collected roughly at the same time and intraclass correlation for each variable is high (Kenny, Mannetti, Pierro, Livi, & Kashy, 2002) .
Third, self-report as a way of collecting the data also gave rise to another problem in the current study -the issue of social desirability. Because it is the general tendency on the part of individuals to present themselves in a favorable light, regardless of their true feelings about an issue or topic, social desirability is problematic: In the current study, it is legitimate to believe that social desirability may somehow bias the findings, because the data obtained for current research is based on participants' perceptions of their most recent small group interaction. Future research should include measures that assess the degree of social desirability in the reported data (e.g., Crowne and Marlowe, 1960; Furnham, 1986; Ray, 1984) , and remove the influence of it to get an accurate picture of the results or findings that reflect the actual interaction in the group setting.
Last, because the data in this study is single sourced and cross-sectional, we cannot make any claims about the direction of the relationships. It is hard to identify whether it is a stage of group development that is causing reduced social loafing or because of reduced social loafing the group is able to move to the next stage. Though, we have grounded our argument in the theory and existing literature in this field we would call upon future researchers to use more controlled setting, experiments, and/or longitudinal designs to confirm the findings of this study.
Future researchers that investigates group development and social loafing should not only resolve the four limitations mentioned above but also expand our understanding of the sources of perceived social loafing. Mulvey and Klein have (1998) identified two sources leading to the perception of social loafing: the number of loafers in the group and the extent of loafing by group members. Høigaard et al. (2006) have identified three sources lessening the perception of social loafing: member's task-oriented attraction to the group, norms that encourage productivity, and norms that encourage social support. Future researches should also model these sources to predict why and when social loafing will happen. Further, there is also a need to specify the relative importance or weight that each of those sources exerts in influencing the perception of social loafing. Because social loafing happens in group/team setting it will also be interesting to look at the role some group level variables such has cohesion, group climate, task interdependence etc. for the relationships between the stages of group development and social loafing. 38.
There is a lot of resisting of the tasks on hand and quality improvement approaches.
.528 .524
12.
We generate lots of ideals, but we do not use many because we fail to listen to them and reject them without fully understanding them.
. 453 .458
28.
Members challenge the group leader or the course instructor's ideas.
.632 Removed We have thorough procedures for agreeing on our objectives and planning the way we will perform our tasks.
. 498 .529 .504
34.
We often share personal problems with each other.
.496 .488 .502
35.
We take our team's goals and objectives literally, and assume a shared understanding.
. 450 .549 .537 .562
11.
The group is able to form subgroups, or subcommittees, to work on specific tasks.
.416 Removed
26.
The group is spending its time planning how it will get its work done.
Removed Removed Table 6 Factor Loadings for Exploratory Factor Analysis of GDS 4
Item Factor 1 15.
Our team feels that we are all in it together and shares responsibilities for the team's success or failure.
.773
27.
We fully accept each other's strengths and weakness.
.754
20.
We are able to work through group problems.
.675
39. This group encourages high performance and quality work.
.673
14.
We get a lot of work done. .670 17.
Now is the time we truly work together and try to get things done properly and timely.
.569
9.
The group gets, gives, and uses feedback about its effectiveness and productivity.
.551
32.
The group acts on its decisions. .546 Table 7 Comparison of the Cronbach's Alphas, Scale Mean, and Scale SD between the Current Instrument (GDS) and GDQ by Wheelan and Hochberger's (1996) Current Instrument -GDS Wheelan and Hochberger's GDQ Note. n = 164 in both samples GDS 1a -Low socio-emotional engagement (2 items) GDS 1b -Low task engagement (3 items) 
